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Reasons for Decision of the Tribunal 

This application for an Order under s.45 of the Transport 
Act 1962 (hereafter referred to as “the Act of 1962”) to 
replace the London Fares (London Transport) Order 1966 
(hereafter referred to as “the Order of 1966”) was made on 
12th March 1968. The application has annexed to it a 
draft Order which would permit increases in the Applicants’ 
charges. The yield of these increases is estimated by the 
Applicants to be approximately £8 -6m. in a full year. 

On 18th July 1966 this Tribunal made the Order of 1966 
fixing maximum charges which were expected to result in a 
deficit of £4 -4m. a year. These charges were insufficient to 
enable the Applicants to make a proper contribution to the 
discharge of the financial duty imposed upon them by s.18 
of the Act of 1962. However, the evidence, which we 
accepted, was that it would have been commercially imprac- 
ticable at that time for the Applicants to make the large 
increases which would have been necessary to enable them 
to have a reasonable prospect of discharging their financial 
duty in the near future. The attainment of that object 
being, so far as could reasonably be foreseen, impracticable, 
we came to the conclusion that all that we could do was to 
allow the Applicants to get as near as possible to attaining 
it by levying charges which were as high as commercially 
practicable. 

The financial duty imposed upon the Applicants by 
s. 18(1) of the Act of 1962 is so to conduct their business as 
to secure that their revenue is not less than sufficient for 
making provision for the meeting of charges properly 
chargeable to revenue, taking one year with another. How- 
ever, the rigour of this sub-section has been temporarily 
alleviated by s.l of the Transport Finances Act 1966 (here- 
after referred to as “the Act of 1 966”), which amended s.22 
of the Act of 1962 (formerly only applicable to the British 
Railways Board) and applied it, as amended, to the Appli- 
cants. The present position is that until 1st January 1969 
s.l8(l) of the Act of 1962 does not apply to the Applicants, 
but they are so to conduct their business as to place them- 
selves at the earliest possible date in such a position that 
their revenue will be, and continue to be, not less than 
sufficient for making provision for the meeting of charges 
properly chargeable to revenue, taking one year with 
another. Furthermore, the Minister of Transport is . 
empowered by s.l of the Act of 1966, with the approval 
of the Treasury, to make to the Applicants grants not 
exceeding £16m. to meet any deficit on their revenue 
account arising during the period of six years ending on 
31st December 1968. The Minister has already exercised 
this power to its full extent. 

Since the charges the subject of the draft Order are speci- 
fied in para. 2(l)(g) of Schedule 3 to the Prices and Incomes 
Act 1966, we are required by s.23(l) of that Act to have 
regard, in addition to and so far as consistent with the 
matters which we are required to take into account under 
the Act of 1962, to the considerations set out in Schedule 2 
to the Prices and Incomes Act 1966, as for the time being 
added to or modified by any order of the Secretary of State 
under s.4(2) of that Act. These considerations were never 
in fact operative, since they were replaced by other con- 
siderations on the very day that the Act received the Royal 
Assent. The considerations to which we are now required 
to have regard are set out in the Schedule to the Prices and 
Incomes (General Considerations) Order 1968 (S.l. 1968 
No. 616) (hereafter referred to as “die Order of 1968”), 
which reproduces sections I to IV (inclusive) of a memo- 
randum entided “Productivity, Prices and Incomes Policy 
in 1968 and 1969” (Cmnd. 3590), which was presented to 
Parliament by the Secretary of State by command of Her 
Majesty in April 1968. 

Before proceeding to examine the considerations set out 
in the Schedule to- the Order of 1968 we must have before 
us a conspectus of the combined effect of the relevant pro- 
visions of the Act of 1962 and of the two Acts of 1966. The 
duty now imposed upon us by s.45(4) of the Act of 1962 is 
that in exercising our power to make a fares order we must 
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do nothing which will in our opinion prevent the Applicants 
from levying charges which will make a proper contribution 
to the discharge of their financial duty so to conduct their 
business as to place themselves at the earliest possible date 
in such a position that their revenue will be, and continue 
to be, not less than sufficient for making provision for the 
meeting of charges properly chargeable to revenue, taking 
one year with another, taking into account (a) their present 
circumstances ; (b) their future prospects ; (c) any directions 
given to them by the Minister under the Act of 1962 ; and 
(d) in addition to and so far as consistent with the fore- 
going matters which we are required to take into account, 
the considerations set out in the Schedule to the Order of 
1968. 

The Applicants’ present circumstances are that, notwith- 
standing the increases in fares authorised by the Order of 
1966, which with some minor exceptions, were implemented 
in 1966, they were unable to limit their deficit to £4 '4m. a 
year. Instead, the deficit rose from £979,000 in 1965 to 
£5 -9m. in 1966 and to £10 -9m. in 1967. 

The Applicants’ future prospects were stated in evidence 
by Mr. A. G. Evershed, their Financial Officer, to be a 
worsening of the position by an increase in the deficit by 
£6 -9m., due to an expected increase in the working deficit 
of £1 ‘9m. and an expected increase of £5m. in interest 
charges, of which £4 -6m. would be attributable to the 
Victoria Line. We do not consider that the possibility that 
the Government may ultimately help the Applicants out of 
their difficulties, either by means of further grants or by 
writing off some or all of their capital debt or by a combi- 
nation of these courses ought to be regarded as part of the 
“future prospects” of the Applicants which we have to take 
into account. To allow our decision upon the charges to be 
levied by the Applicants to be influenced by such a possi- 
bility would tend to prevent the Applicants from making a 
proper contribution to the discharge of their financial duty. 
Therefore, to construe the words “future prospects” in 
s.45(4) of the Act of 1962 as including the possibility of the 
Government’s coming to the rescue would be contrary to 
the principal provision of the sub-section, to which the duty 
to take into account the Applicants’ future prospects is 
ancillary and subordinate. 

There are no directions given to the Applicants by the 
Minister which are relevant to these proceedings. 

We now turn to the considerations set out in the Schedule 
to the Order of 1968. These considerations arc not drafted 
in ordinary legislative form, but are a statement of the 
policy of the Government with regard to prices and incomes. 
That policy is stated to be that every effort should be made 
to absorb increases in costs by means of increased efficiency, 
and price increases should take place only where strictly 
justified by one or more of the following criteria : — 

(i) if output per employee cannot be increased suffi- 
ciently to allow wages and salaries to increase at a 
rate consistent with the criteria for incomes without 
some increase in prices, and no offsetting reductions 
can be made in non-labour costs per unit of output 
or in the return sought on investment ; 

(ii) if there are unavoidable increases in non-labour costs 
such as materials, fuel, services or marketing costs 
per unit of output which cannot be offset by reduc- 
tions in labour or capital costs per unit of output or 
in the return sought on investment ; 

(iii) if there are unavoidable increases in capital costs 
per unit of output which cannot be offset by reduc- 
tions in non-capital costs per unit of output or in 
the return sought on investment ; 

(iv) if, after every effort has been made to reduce costs, 
the enterprise is unable to secure the capital required 
to meet home and overseas demand. 

These criteria are intended to be applied by all concerned 
in the determination of charges for the performance of 
services in the public as well as in the private sector. 
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We had the assistance of submissions regarding the legis- 
lative basis for our deliberations from Mr. Crawford, who 
appeared for the Applicants, and Mr. Parker, who appeared 
on behalf of the London Borough of Barking and the South 
Essex Traffic Advisory Committee. Both submitted that 
the criteria set out in the revised Schedule 2 to the Prices 
and Incomes Act 1966 are no more than this Tribunal has 
done in the past when considering applications for London 
fares orders. This seems to us to be correct. Therefore, 
while bearing the criteria in mind, we do not propose to 
consider their wording in detail. 

S.l of the Transport Finances Act 1966 is a legislative 
recognition of the fact that the objective of the Act of 1962 
that the Applicants’ undertaking should be wholly paid for 
by those who use it has so far proved to be unattainable. 
Even the “earliest possible date”, to which the attainment 
of that objective has been postponed, cannot realistically be 
said to lie within the foreseeable future. The Applicants’ 
passenger receipts and traffic statistics show that not only 
has the overall financial situation deteriorated in spite of 
the increases in charges authorised by this Tribunal under 
the Act of 1962, but that the numbers of passengers carried 
have fallen year by year in step with the increases in 
charges. This decrease in the number of passengers carried 
was practically halted in 1967, when there was no increase 
in charges, and the statistics of the passenger receipts during 
the first four months of 1968 indicate that if charges 
remained at their present levels there would be likely to be 
an increase in the number of passengers during 1968. 
Unfortunately, however, the increase in revenue which 
would accrue from the likely increase in passengers would 
be only of the order of f lm., which would not result in any 
appreciable amelioration of the Applicants’ financial situa- 
tion. Such an amelioration could only be brought about 
by a further increase in charges. Experience indicates that 
a further increase in charges will not only halt the present 
tendency for the number of passengers to increase, but will 
result in a renewal of the fall in the number of passengers. 
Regrettable though this may be on social grounds, it seems 
to us that the terms of the Act of 1962, even in the modified 
form in which we now have to apply them, inhibit us from 
having regard to the social consequences of an increase in 
charges. It is our duty to make an order which will in 
some measure assist the Applicants to continue their 
struggle, which has so far been unavailing, to comply with 
the requirements of the Act of 1962. 

The extent to which the Applicants can be assisted to 
continue their struggle is limited by the commercial prac- 
ticability of further increases in charges. Clearly a point 
could be reached where the magnitude of the increases in 
relation to the existing charges would be self-defeating. This 
has hampered the Applicants for some years. As we 
mentioned in the reasons for our decision in In the matter 
of the London Fares ( London Transport ) Order 1966 (1966, 
No. 1), the Applicants refrained from taking steps to raise 
their charges when they were minded to do so in 1965. Had 
the charges then been raised, still further increases would 
have been possible in 1966. The result was that the Appli- 
cants’ charges had fallen a step behind by the time they 
made their application dated 3rd February 1966. 

In the autumn of 1966 the Applicants informed the then 
Minister of Transport that the deterioration in their 
financial position necessitated a further increase in charges, 
and sought her agreement to submitting to this Tribunal 
proposals which, if approved, would have raised their 
revenue by £7 -3m. in a full year. However, in February 
1967 the Minister asked the Applicants to defer an approach 
to this Tribunal, and no further action was then taken. On 
30th June 1967 the Applicants again wrote to the Minister 
proposing fare increases designed to raise £8 -6m. in a full 
year, their financial position having further deteriorated in 
the meantime. On 3rd October 1967 the Secretary of State 
for Economic Affairs and the Minister, in pursuance of their 
powers under s.2(l) of the Prices and Incomes Act 1966, 
referred the question of the general level of the proposed 
increases in fares made by the Applicants and similar 
increases proposed by the British Railways Board to the 
National Board for Prices and Incomes for examination 
against the background of the Government’s policies for 
nationalised industries. 

On 29th February 1968 the National Board for Prices and 
Incomes submitted its Report on the Applicants’ proposals 
m accordance with s.2(5) of the Prices and Incomes Act 
1966. In the view of the Board there were two main grounds 
on which the application for an increase in fares could be 
demed. First, it was not founded in detailed market 
research and did not seek in any substantial way to vary 



the increases according to those portions of the traffic best 
able to bear them. Secondly, it was possible that the increase 
in net revenue estimated to accrue to the Applicants might 
occasion increased costs for other parts of the community, 
e.g. increased delays caused by a diversion to the use of 
private cars of passengers now making use of the public 
transport system, the increased fuel-usage by others thus 
entailed, or alternatively the road reconstruction necessitated 
by the extra traffic congestion. However, the Board came 
to the conclusion that these two grounds for refusing to 
allow the Applicants to increase their charges were out- 
weighed by the fact that since the reference was made to the 
Board an agreement had been reached in principle between 
the Ministry of Transport and the Greater London Council 
for the handing over of the Applicants’ undertaking to the 
Council on condition that the Applicants be first made a 
viable organisation, this requiring a substantial write-off of 
capital debt together with the fare increase asked for. The 
Board was of the opinion that the principle of takeover by 
the Council was right in that it would enable one single 
authority to weigh against each other the financial benefit 
accruing from a given fare increase and the attendant social 
costs e.g. the costs of extra road reconstruction. Accordingly 
the Board did not consider that it should do anything to 
prejudice the agreement reached in principle between the 
Ministry of Transport and the Greater London Council. 

In view of the terms of this Report the Applicants were 
no longer dissuaded from applying to this Tribunal for the 
necessary Order, but the result of their delay in so doing 
was to accentuate the position in which they found them- 
selves in 1966, so that by failing to make applications at the 
most propitious times from the commercial point of view 
they had fallen further steps behind. These delays have a 
limiting effect upon what is at present attainable by increas- 
ing fares. While we are in no way concerned with the 
reasons why the Applicants have delayed making this 
application, we cannot but have regard to the results of the 
delay. 

Before we turn to consider the merits and circumstances 
of the application, we must make it clear that we cannot 
adopt the reasons given by the National Board for Prices 
and Incomes for reporting in favour of the Applicants’ 
proposals. It would be out of the question for us, as a 
Court, to take into consideration what is vaguely described 
as an “agreement in principle”, the exact terms of which 
have not been adduced in evidence before us, and which, it 
would appear, could not be implemented without legislation. 
However, quite apart from what some may regard as this 
somewhat legalistic consideration, to approve an increase 
in charges because that would facilitate a takeover of the 
Applicants’ undertaking by the Greater London Council 
would be entirely outside our jurisdiction as at present 
defined, which is confined by the Act of 1962 to making 
orders calculated to enable the Applicants to levy charges 
which make a proper contribution to the discharge of their 
financial duty as defined in that Act. 

We turn now to consider this application within the limits 
of the statutory jurisdiction to which we are subject. The 
£8 -6m. which it is estimated would be the yield of the 
increases in charges which would be permitted by the draft 
Order is not an amount which has any inherent significance, 
but is the result produced by adding together the estimated 
yields of a number of increases. Therefore, the proper 
approach for us is to consider the increases in charges pro- 
posed and to arrive at a conclusion upon them irrespective 
of what the resulting figure turns out to be, though bearing 
in mind that the Applicants need a substantial increase in 
revenue. We shall consider whether each proposed increase 
would form a proper contribution to the discharge of the 
Applicants’ financial duty, taking into account their present 
circumstances and future prospects. 

The proposal which the Applicants expect to produce the 
largest amount of additional revenue and which would 
affect the largest number of passengers is that to increase 
the fare for a journey not exceeding one mile from 4d. to 
6d. Like every other increase in fares, this would drive away 
a number of passengers, but the view expressed by Mr. 
F. J. Lloyd, the Applicants’ Chief Commercial and Planning 
Officer, in his evidence, was that after allowing for a 12£ per- 
cent loss of passengers this increase from 4d. to 6d. would 
produce £4 -7m. out of the total of £8 -6m. which the Appli- 
cants’ proposals are designed to produce. This proposal was 
put forward not only as a means of raising additional 
revenue, but also in order to facilitate the introduction of 
new fare scales increasing by increments of 6d. on journeys 
by road beyond 13 miles and on all journeys by rail. To 
increase the 4d. by only Id. would necessitate the making 
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of adjustments in the fare scales, since there could not be a 
fare step of 6d. if the fare for one mile were 5d., and Mr. 
Lloyd estimated that the discounted yield of the fare 
increases would be reduced from £8 -6m. to slightly over 
£6m. 

In considering the Applicants’ proposal to raise the 4d. 
fare to 6d. we have in mind that it was pointed out to us 
that the passengers who make these short journeys are the 
least “captive” of any using the Applicants’ services, since 
their journeys are so short that they can more readily take 
avoiding action by walking. If one-third of them were to 
do so, the increase in fare would produce no additional 
revenue. The fare for journeys of this length has not been 
increased by as much as 50 per cent since it went up from 
2d. to 3d. An increase of 2d. in the charge for such 
journeys is without precedent, so that there is no certain 
foundation for any estimate of its likely effect upon the 
behaviour of potential passengers. 

In considering Mr. Lloyd’s estimate of a loss of passengers 
of only 12-J- per cent we have not lost sight of the fact that 
the estimates of future revenue put forward by Mr. Lloyd 
and his predecessors in the past have had a high degree of 
accuracy. Nevertheless, an increase of this relative magni- 
tude for so short a journey not being within previous 
experience, we are less inclined to accept Mr. Lloyd’s 
estimate on this occasion. Indeed, Mr. Lloyd himself agreed 
when being cross-examined that estimating the prospective 
loss of passengers had been a more difficult task this time 
than previously. After careful consideration we have come 
to the conclusion that to increase the fare for so short a 
journey by as much as 2d. in one operation would be to 
run a serious risk of doing more harm than good. The 
reaction of passengers to a change in a fare may be 
expected to be affected not only by the resultant new fare, 
but also by the proportion of the existing fare which the 
increase represents. Had the fare been increased from 4d. 
to 5d. late in 1966 or early in 1967, the time might now 
have been ripe for a further increase to 6d. However, we 
have come to the conclusion that, whatever may be the 
ultimate justification for a fare of 6d. for the shortest 
journeys, this is not the time to impose it, and that we ought 
not to authorise a maximum fare for one mile of more than 
5d. This, in our view, is better calculated to produce an 
ultimate amelioration of the Applicants’ financial position 
than an increase to 6d. at this juncture. 

'Hie next most important proposal from the monetary 
point of view is that to increase the fare for a journey of 
between one and two miles from 8d. to 9d. by road and to 
Is. Od. by rail. This is estimated to produce £2 -lm. An 
increase in the fare for such a journey appears to us to be 
fully justified in the Applicants’ present financial position. 
We therefore authorise a maximum fare of 9d. for such a 
journey, whether by road or rail. We shall give our reasons 
for limiting the railway fare to 9d. when we come to deal 
with railway fares generally. 

The other increases in the fare scales proposed by the 
Applicants are of two different kinds. The first is the 
“coarsening” of the railway fare scale and of the road and 
coach fare scales over 1 3 miles by reducing the number of 
fare denominations in order to make each step in the scale 
a round sum of 6d., which would relate the fares directly 
to the silver coinage of the realm. The other is the intro- 
duction of scales providing for different charges for road 
and rail journeys at certain mileages. 

The “coarsening” of the fare scales was presented to us 
as being designed not only to produce more revenue, but 
also to facilitate the introduction of a further measure of 
automation in the collection of fares, based upon the use 
of the 6d. piece, which Mr. Lloyd described as one of the 
most useful coins one can have in one’s pocket. It can 
hardly be doubted that this would be productive of benefits 
to the Applicants, both in the one-man operation of buses 
and in the issuing of tickets at stations. Nevertheless, those 
benefits would not be unalloyed and would only be obtained 
by abandoning the principle upon which the Applicants 
have hitherto constructed their fare scales. As Mr. Lloyd 
said in giving evidence before this Tribunal on 22nd April 
1966 about the fare scales at present in operation: — 
“This is what one would regard as a smoothly graduated 
“table, starting off with differences of 4d. and then going 
“on to differences of 3d. We regard it as more important 
“that the final table put out should run smoothly and 
“be properly graduated than that the increases at any 
“particular level should be smooth and properly 

“graduated it is better to have a final table that does 

“move with as smooth a graduation as possible, because 
“this is what the public understands better”. 



The practical effect of the abandonment of the principle 
of “refinement” in favour of “coarsening” must be to cause 
some passengers to pay either less or more for their journeys 
than they would otherwise do by the rounding down or the 
rounding up of some fares. The fare scales proposed by the 
Applicants provide only for rounding up against the 
passenger. In other words, some passengers would be 
required to pay for substantially longer journeys than they 
in fact took. Thus, a passenger who wished to travel slightly 
over 1 1 miles by rail could be charged the same fare as one 
who wished to travel 14 miles. 

This subordination of the interests of some passengers to 
the requirements of automation could perhaps be justified 
if in the long term it would lead to economies which would 
result in benefits to passengers in general by an overall 
reduction in fares or at least by the avoidance of still 
further increases, The long-term prospect is, however, 
clouded by the introduction of decimal currency, which will 
take place in 1971. The table of coins set out in Schedule 1 
to the Decimal Currency Act 1967 contains no coin equiv- 
alent to the present 6d. piece, there being no coin between 
2 new pence, equivalent to 4-8d., and 5 new pence, equiv- 
alent to a shilling. Mr. Lloyd agreed that the introduction 
of the decimal system will mean that a simplified system 
of fare collection based upon the 6d. unit would necessarily 
go and that, whatever fare scale may now be authorised, 
it will have to be replaced by a new scale to come into 
operation in 1971. The introduction of decimal currency 
will obviously present great difficulties to the Applicants in 
the efficient collection of fares. So far, they do not know 
what form of automation, based upon the one new penny, 
two new penny and five new penny pieces, will take the 
place of that at present intended, based upon the 6d. piece, 
though the station ticket machines are designed to be easily 
convertible to use with the new coins. Mr. Lloyd said that 
a considerable amount of thought and research would have 
to be spent on the matter in the next year. Until the out- 
come of that thought and research is known, there is 
nothing to indicate that those passengers who will be over- 
charged under the proposed “coarsened" fare scales would 
be suffering a short-term detriment in the interests of a long- 
term benefit. We have, therefore, come to the conclusion 
that we ought not to include in our Order the fare scales in 
their proposed form and we have introduced a measure of 
“refinement” into the scales scheduled to the Order to pro- 
duce a smoother graduation. Our scales are somewhat 
“coarser” than the existing scales in that they avoid the use 
of odd pennies at some of the stages over 10 miles in order 
to meet Mr. Lloyd’s view that the use of 3d. units is better 
than the use of penny units. 

Mr. Evershed told us that the Applicants had already 
ordered for the Victoria Line a substantial number of 
ticket-issuing machines for operation by 6d. pieces. He was 
not, however, prepared to say that these machines could 
not be altered or have their specifications altered. Whether 
such alterations are feasible or not, we do not consider that 
we should allow our decision to be influenced by this pre- 
mature action. Our duty is to consider the proposals on their 
merits. Should our decision place the Applicants in any 
difficulty, it will be one of their own devising. They took a 
calculated risk. As Mr. Evershed put it: — 

“ .... we must on many occasions anticipate the opinion 
( of the Tribunal in matters of this sort. We have a great 
“deal of administrative work of all sorts to do in connec- 
tion with any fares variation and we obviously cannot 
“wait until the Tribunal has pronounced before we make 
“a start on it.” 

The draft Order also includes a new scale of maximum 
season ticket rates for the Applicants’ railways. This scale 
is also “coarsened” to some extent in that the rates are 
rounded off to the nearest shilling in order to simplify the 
work of the booking clerks issuing the tickets, though it is 
not so “coarse” that it requires passengers to pay for sub- 
stantially longer journeys than those they in fact make. 
Since there will be a coin of the same value as the shilling, 
namely five new pence, in the decimal currency, this appears 
to us to be a worth-while reform on the long-term as well 
as on the short-term view, and we therefore include it in 
our Order. So far as the scale itself is concerned, we con- 
sider that the proposed increases in the rates are reasonable, 
and we have adopted the scale without amendment. 

.The proposed introduction of a separate and mainly 
higher fare scale for the Applicants’ railways is a departure 
from the principle of assimilation, which the Applicants 
have advocated for many years and which this Tribunal 
has approved. This principle was briefly enunciated in the 
reasons for our decision in In the matter of the London 
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Fares ( British Railways) Order, 1963 and In the matter of 
the London Fares ( London Transport) Order 1963 (1963, 
Nos. 2 and 3) in the following terms: — 

“ the principle is as follows: 

“(i) to secure, so far as possible, equality of fares both for 
“different journeys of similar length, and for journeys 
“between common points by alternative routes and in 
“particular to obviate, as far as possible, disparities 
“between the charges of the London Transport Board and 
“those of the British Railways Board, in so far as the 
“latter are within our jurisdiction ; and 
“(ii) to avoid impediments to the most convenient use by 
"the public of the whole of the passenger transport facili- 
ties in London provided by the two Boards”. 

While, as the Court of Appeal held in Merchandise 
Transport Ltd V. British Transport Commission [1962] 
2 Q.B.173, we are not bound in law to follow our previous 
decisions, we still regard the principle of assimilation as a 
valuable one. On this occasion we are not concurrently 
considering the charges of both Boards and it would not, 
in our view, be right to take into consideration upon this 
application the charges authorised two years ago by the 
London Fares (British Railways) Order 1966. Nevertheless, 
the principle of assimilation is still capable of application 
as between the various charges of the Applicants. 

It is now suggested by the Applicants that this principle 
should be abandoned in order to facilitate the automation 
of the collection of fares. As we have already stated, we 
do not consider that the interests of the present generation 
of passengers should be sacrificed to the requirements of 
automation when it is not known that the sacrifice will 
produce any long-term benefits. It has also to be considered 
whether the proposed higher fares on the Applicants’ rail- 
ways would have a tendency to cause traffic to move from 
the railways to the road services, which would not be a 
desirable result. With the increased railway capacity which 
will be created by the opening of the Victoria Line the 
tendency ought to be to divert traffic from the congested 
roads onto the railway system. On the proposed scales 
passengers travelling 2 miles, 4 miles, 6 miles, 8 miles, 10 
miles or 12 miles (but not odd numbers of miles) would pay 
3d. less on the bus than on the Underground. Mr. Lloyd 
expressed the view that at these distances the different 
charges would not be likely to distort the pattern of travel 
of passengers. Having regard to the Applicants’ past 
experience, which shows that even small increases in fares 
affect the travelling habits of passengers either by driving 
them away altogether or by inducing them to curtail their 
journeys, we think that Mr. Lloyd’s view is too optimistic. 
Indeed, it seems to us that the charges proposed might have 
the effect of inducing in members of the public a mistaken 
belief that bus fares generally were lower than Underground 
fares and so cause a transference of traffic at distances 
where the fares were in fact identical. This would be most 
unfortunate and the risk of it is one which, in our view, 
ought not to be incurred. We have, therefore, amended the 
proposed railway fare scale to assimilate it to the proposed 
road fare scale. 

In amending the railway fare scale we have eliminated 
the proposed fare stage of 1} miles, the fare for which the 
Applicants wish to reduce from 8d. to 6d. We have elimi- 
nated this fare stage, not because we do not approve of the 
proposed reduction, which seems to have a sound com- 
mercial basis, but because it is not necessary. The Appli- 
cants will be able to charge this fare in the exercise of their 
power to charge less than the maximum fare. The elimina- 
tion of the fare stage at 1} miles has necessitated a conse- 
quential amendment in paragraph 22 of the draft Order 
dealing with fractions. 

The Order of 1966 contained a special fare scale for the 
Applicants’ railways (a) between Queen’s Park Station and 
Watford Junction Station ; (b) between Harrow-on-the- 
Hill Station and Amersham Station ; and (c) upon the 
Watford and Chesham Branches. 

The justification for this special scale previously put 
forward by the Applicants was on the basis that the historic 
alignment of the fares on these lines with those on the main 
line railways should be continued. It was contended that 
in the characteristics of the traffic, such as the length of 
travel, the nature of the services, and fast trains from the 
outer suburbs, they were more akin to those of the British 
Railways Board than the rest of the Applicants’ railways, 
in addition to which the Applicants and the British Rail- 
ways Board ran trains over the same lines. We accepted 
this argument and gave effect to it in the Order of 1966. 



The draft Order now put forward by the Applicants does 
not continue this policy of charging higher fares on these 
lines. Nevertheless, Schedule 2 to the draft Order consists 
of a separate scale in respect of fares by railway (a) between 
Harrow-on-the-Hill Station and Amersham Station ; and (b) 
upon the Watford and Chesham Branches (but not between 
Queen’s Park Station and Watford Junction Station), but 
with figures identical with those in the scale applicable to 
the Applicants’ railways generally, with the trifling exception 
that it contains no fare stage at 1£ miles. It is sought to 
justify the continuation of the separate scale in respect of 
fares by railway (a) between Harrow-on-the-Hill Station 
and Amersham Station ; and (b) upon the Watford and 
Chesham Branches on the ground that by the process of 
what is known as “summation” a higher fare can be charged 
in respect of a journey which is partly on one of these lines 
and partly on the general underground railway system than 
could be charged if the whole journey were subject to only 
one scale. The operation of this process under the 1966 
Order has been mitigated by not charging for the whole 
journey a higher fare than would be charged by the British 
Railways Board for a journey of similar length. Now it is 
proposed that the process of “summation” should be opera- 
ted so that the Applicants can charge fares equivalent to 
those charged by the British Railways Board, even though 
the Applicants’ fare scales are at a lower level. 

While we saw force in the argument that the fare scales 
on all three lines included in Schedule 2 to the Order of 1966 
should be on the same scales as those charged by the British 
Railways Board, and while we might be prepared again to 
fix a higher scale on these lines if we were asked to do so, 
we can see no justification for prescribing a separate fare 
scale for these lines identical with the fare scale for the rest 
of the Applicants’ railways for the sole purpose of enabling 
them to divide a single journey into two parts so that a 
higher fare can be charged than if it were an indivisible 
journey. 

In addition to the proposals for increased maximum 
charges, the draft Order also contains in paragraph 1 3 pro- 
visions extending the circumstances in which the Applicants 
may make reasonable charges, subject to any question as to 
reasonableness being determined by this Tribunal. Towards 
the end of the inquiry the Applicants invited us to amend 
the draft Order by substituting a new paragraph 13, a draft 
of which was furnished to us. The new paragraph 13 would 
enable the Applicants to supplement their Red Arrow 
services by the use of vehicles not specially constructed or 
adapted for the purpose in the case of emergency or 
mechanical breakdown of a vehicle or when the demand 
for the service exceeds the capacity of the vehicles ordinarily 
providing the service. These provisions appear to us to be 
reasonable and we include them in our Order. 

The new paragraph 13 also provides for the charging of 
reasonable fares for the carriage of passengers by one-man- 
operated vehicles in connection with which simplified 
methods of fare collection are employed when: — 

(i) operating with limited stops for the purpose of 
supplementing an ordinary service ; or 

(ii) providing a service upon which it is necessary for 
operating efficiency to calculate charges in relation 
to fare stages or parts of journeys otherwise than in 
accordance with the provisions of the Order relating 
to maximum charges. 

The object of this provision was stated to be to enable 
the Applicants to carry out experiments with express buses 
on routes served by buses stopping at the usual fairly 
frequent intervals, and also to carry out experiments with 
services where both the fare scales and the number of fare 
stages given per fare are coarsened, even to the extent of 
charging flat rates. We appreciate that it would be helpful 
to the Applicants to be able to carry out such experiments. 
Experiments in the first category could be carried out with- 
out detriment to the interests of passengers, since the regular 
service would be available as an alternative. In the case of 
experiments in the second category the interests of 
passengers would not have that protection, since there 
would not necessarily be any corresponding regular service. 
We have no desire to hamper the Applicants in their search 
for better ways in which to serve the travelling public, but 
we think that the position ought to be clarified by the 
express mention in the Order of an “experimental” service. 

G. D. Squibb 
T. B. Robson 
R. C. Moore 

24th June 1968. 
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LONDON FARES (LONDON TRANSPORT) ORDER 19£8 
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CORRECTIONS 

FIRST DAY 
Tuesday 30 th April 1968 

Page 2, column 2, paragraph 6, line 3 — for “had” read “has” 

Page 3, column 1, paragraph 3, line 3 — for “and 1966 for” read “and 1966. For” 

Page 3, column 1, paragraph 5, line 1 — for “position” read “duty” 

Page 3, column 1, paragraph 7, line 1 — for “notwithstanding future assistance” read “notwithstanding that, and in 

spite of the efforts of the Board themselves, they will not be in a position to 

cover current deficits completely by this proposal. This future assistance ” 

Page 3, column 1, paragraph 7, line 6 — for “transport bill” read “Transport Bill” 

Page 3, column 1, paragraph 11, line 7 — after “to them” read “I say it would not be right and profitable to have regard 
to these possibilities, future possibilities whatever they may be, as a means 
of avoiding our responsibilities, or the Tribunal’s duty, by postponing the 
actual start of this increase” and delete “of the system ” to end of para- 

graph. 

Page 3, column 2, paragraph 2, line 1 for “PIB” read “Prices and Incomes Board” 

Page 3, column 2, paragraph 4, line 1 for “Prices and Incomes Board” read “Prices and Incomes Act, 1966” 

Page 3, column 2, paragraph 7, line 2 — for “open” read “alter” 

Page 3, column 2, paragraph 7, line 6 — for “push” read “cushion” 

Page 4, column 1, paragraph 2, line 8 — for “costs and” read “cost, and” 

Page 4, column 1, paragraph 2, line 9 — for “absorbed, and it” read “absorbed. It” 

Page 4, column 1, paragraph 3, line 6— for “chargers” read “charges” 

Page 4, column 1, paragraph 4, line 3 — delete “to” 

Page 4, column 1, paragraph 6, line 3 — for “geueral” read “general” 

Page 4, column 1, paragraph 9, line 1 — after “criteria” read “is if’ 

Page 4, column 1, paragraph 9, line 4 — for “investment, again” read “investment. Again” 

Page 4, column 2, paragraph 5, line 6 — for “this” read “these” 

Page 4, column 2, paragraph 6, line 2 — for “ars” read “are” 

Page 4, column 2, paragraph 6, line 3 — after “account,” delete “matters conclusions” 

Page 4, column 2, paragraph 6, line 6 — for “to take” read “taken” 

Page 5, column 1, paragraph 9, line 7 — for “bit” read “but” 

Page 5, column 1, paragraph 10, line 4 — for “£1 -3m” read “£1 -6m” 

Page 5, column 2, paragraph 5, line 6 — for “ticketting and checking” read “for the issue and checking of tickets” 

Page 6, column 1, paragraph 8, line 5 — delete “it is not thought that” 

Page 6, column 2, paragraph 3, line 3 — for “weeklys” read “weeklies” 

Page 6, column 2, paragraph 3, line 4 — for “quarterlys” read “quarterlies” 

Page 7, column 2, paragraph 4, line 17 — for “to” read “of” 

Page 7, column 2, paragraph 4, line 28 — for “only would” read “would only” 

Page 10, column 1, question 20, line 2 — for “a item” read “an item” 

Page 10, column 1, question 20, line 4 — for “Hearing” read “hearing” 

Page 10, column 1, question 20, line 9 — after “provisions” delete comma. Insert comma after “cost”. 

Page 10, column 1, question 20, line 10 — after “provisions” delete comma. 

Page 10, column 1, question 23, line 1 — for “sets up” read “sets out” 

Page 10, column 1, question 27, line I — lor “Item 4 working expenses on AEI” read “Item 4 on AEI, working expen- 
ses,” 

Page 11, column 1, question 49, line 2 — for “3 -7 and 5-6” read £3 -7m. and £5 -6m.” 

Page 13, column 1, question 78, line 6 — for “tendence” read “tend” 

SECOND DAY 
Wednesday 1st May 1968 

(Cover Page) —for “THE BRITISH RAILWAYS BOARD” read “The LONDON TRANS- 

PORT BOARD” 

Page 16, column 1, line 9 — for “Mr. G. M. C. Birch" read “G. S. M. Birch” 

Page 18, column 1, question 158, line 1 — for “Arrows” read “Arrow” 

Page 18, column 1, question 166, line 10 — for “green line” read “Green Line” 

Page 18, column 2, question 169, line 2 — delete “so to speak" 

Page 19, column 1, question 176, line 6 — for “Railway Stations” read “railway stations” 

Page 19, column 2, question 189, line 31 — for “Atalanteen” read “Atlanteen” 

Page 19, column 2, question 189, line 36 — delete “not” 

Page 20, column 1, question 193, line 9 — for “Railhead" read “railhead” 

Page 20, column 1, question 196, line 13 — for “green line” read “Green Line” 

Page 20, column 2, question 203, line 13 — after “ of the Order” read “This is an ordinary type of bus and it is 

known as a conventional one man operated vehicle. We find ” 

Page 20, column 2, question 203, line 40 — for “scales” read “stages” 

Page 21, column I, question 209, line 5 — for “6d’s” read “sixpences” 

Page 21, column 1, question 209, line 6 — for “ls’s” read “one shillings” 

Page 21, column 1, question 209, line 7 — for “3d’s” read “threepenny pieces” 

Page 21, column 1, question 211, line 1 — for “fare” read “far” 

Page 23, column 2, question 261, line 9 — for “a” read “at” 

Page 23, column 1, question 265, line 2 — for “Exhibit” read “exhibit” 

Page 25, column 1, question 285, line 2 — for “debt” read “duty” 

Page 25, column 1, question 296, line 2 — for “debt” read “duty” 

Page 25, column 2, question 298, lines 10/11 — for “royal assent” read “Royal Assent” 

Page 25, column 2, question 304, line 3 — for “railway board” read “Railway Board" 

Page 26, column 1, question 318, line 10 — for “explain” read “explained” 

Page 28, column 1, question 359, line 1 — for “£27 -53m. read “£27 -35m.” 

Page 28, column 1, question 369, line 3 — for “36,297” read “36,397” 

Page 31, column 1, question 393, line 2 — for “is a long term matter” read “are long term matters” 

Page 31, column 1, question 393, line 10 — for “in such a way as” read “in such a way that” 

Page 31, column 1, question 396, line 5 — for “that” read “than” 

Page 31, column 2, question 397, line 3 — for “of the report” read “of the Prices and Incomes Board Report” 

Page 32, column 1, question 399, line 2 — for “in the Report” read “in the Prices and Incomes Board Report” 

Page 33, column 2, question 432, lines 3/4 — for “automation, self collection” read “automatic fare collection” 

6 
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THIRD DAY 
Thursday 2nd May 1968 
Page 35, column 1, line 9— for “G. M. C. Birch” read “G. S. M. Birch” 

Page 35, column 1, question 435, line 3 — after “22nd April,” insert “1966” 

Page 35, column 1, question 435, line 12— after “FJL 2” insert “1966” 

Page 36, column 2, question 450, line 1 1 — delete “not” 

Page 37, column 2, question 465, line 1— for “I cannot agree” read “I can agree” 

Page 38, column 1, question 466, lines 13/14 — add “Education” between “Local Authority” 

Page 38, column 1, question 475, line 19— for “report No. 56” read “Report No. 56” 

Page 39, column 1, question 481, line 10— for “and what” read “or what” * 

Page 39, column 1, question 482, line 11— for “because” read “which” 

Page 39, column 2, question 493, line 8— for “Railways” read “Railways’ ” 

Page 40, column 1, question 507, line 13 — delete “recent” 

Page 42, column 2, question 542, line 3— for “JFL 15” read “FJL 15” 

Page 42, column 2, question 543, line 12— for “ point of view, in the ” read “ point of view. In the ” 

Page 44, column 1, question 574, line 1 — for “service” read “services” 

Page 45, column 2, question 591, line 6— for “on” read “onwards” 

Page 49, column 1, question 653, line 13 — for “that” read “that,” 

Page 49, column 1, question 653, line 15 — delete “that” 

Page 50, column 1, question 656, line 7 — for “The conclusions I come to on this is that when . . . .” read “The conclu- 
sion I come to on this is that, when” 

Page 50, column 1, question 656, line 9 — for “resistence” read “resistance” 

Page 50, column 1, question 657, line 8 — for “fare” read “fares” 

Page 50, column 1, question 659, line 3 — for “ocassion” read “occasion” 

Page 50, column 2, question 663, line 2— for “£13 -93m.” read “£13 -59m.” 

Page 51, column 1, question 675, line 9 — for “hand in" read “hand, in” 

Page 51, column 2, question 686, line 17 — for “that although” read “that, although” 

Page 57, column 6, line 9 — for “20 •2" read “20 -8” 

Page 62, January 21, column 4, for “—3 -4” read “ + 3 -4” 



FOURTH DAY 
Friday 3rd May 1968 

Page 66, column 1, line 9 — for "Mr. G. M. C. Birch” read “Mr. G. S. M. Birch” 

Page 66, column 2, line 35 — delete “to” 

Page 67, column 1, paragraph 3, line 6 — for “it” read “and it” 

Page 67, column 1, paragraph 4, line 16 — for “required,” read “required;” 

Page 67, column 2, paragraph 1, line 8 — for “that” read “that,” 

Page 67, column 2, paragraph 1, line 15 — for “make” read “makes” 

Page 68, column 1, paragraph 1, line 7 — for “stand” read “stands” 

Page 68, column 2, paragraph 1, line 50 — for “so having either” read “either by having” 

Page 69, column 1, paragraph 3, line 6 — for “ran” read “ran to” 

Page 69, column 2, paragraph 3, line 1 — for “PJB,” read “Prices and Incomes Board,” 

Page 70, column 1, paragraph 2, line 9 — omit “this” 

Page 71, column 1, paragraph 7, line 3 — for “otherx” read “others” 

Page 72, column 2, question 726, line 1 — for “LBH” read “LHB” 

Page 77, column 2, paragraph 1, line 13 — for “in” read “on” 

Page 77, column 2, paragraph 4, line 21 — for “Productivity, Prices and Incomes Policy in 1968 and 1969” read “Prices 
and Incomes (General Considerations) Order 1968 S.I. No. 616,” 

Page 78, column 1, paragraph 6, line 3 — for “Railways Board” read “London Transport Board” 

Page 78, column 2, paragraph 3, line 1 — for “FJ8” read “FJL8” 

Page 79, column 1, paragraph 6, line 6 — for “schedule No. 1” read “Schedule 1” 

Page 79, column I, paragraph 7, line 13 — for “Northolt” read “Northwick” 

Page 79, column 2, paragraph 4, line 9 — for “nationalised industries” read “Nationalised Industries” 

Page 79, column 2, paragraph 7, line 7 — for “many distance” read “many short distance” 

Page 80, column 1, paragraph 1, line 3 — for “DHL” read “DAL” 

Page 80, column 2, paragraph 9, line 3 — for “EJL” read “FJL” 

Page 81, column 1, paragraph 1, line 5 — for “they point” read “the point” 

Page 84, column 1, paragraph 3, line 5 — for “do put their proposals forward” read “do put forward proposals” 

Page 85, column 2, paragraph 8, line 2 — add “which” after “system” 

Page 85, column 2, paragraph 8, line 4 — delete “and this” 

Page 87, column 1, paragraph 3, line 1 — for “Applicante” read “Applicants” 

Page 87, column 1, paragraph 3, line 2— for “provids” read “provide” 

Page 88, column 1, paragraph 2, line 4 — delete “£” 

Page 93, In Answer to Question (e) delete “£” in total receipts columns. 

Page 94 Bottom table 10 miles Col. 1 for “1,095,456” read “1,096,456” 

Page 95 Top table 1 mile Col. 5 for “61,649,610” read “61,849,610” 
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